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GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


ONE-LEGGED HOMEOPATHY. 


To the Editor of THE HOMEOPATHIC WORLD. 


DEAR SiR——I could wish that in this discussion your 
name and that of Dr. Hughes did not appear ; it takes 
from the freedom of expression that would otherwise be 
allowable. 

As I understand the matter, there is in homeopathy a 
party, to a large extent led by Dr. Hughes, who act as 
though possessed of an infallible dogma which must be 
subscribed to by all who aspire to practise homeopathy, 
or even that prescribe homeopathically, the difference 
between the two being great. One of the first require- 
ments of this party is that in prescribing we must con- 
fine ourselves to the symptoms that have been brought to 
light by provings upon the healthy, and only upon the 
healthy. 

This would be all very well if they confined their own 
prescriptions to any such standard ; but it is a notorious 
fact that not alone do they fail in this respect but that 
they make use largely of unproved symptoms, more 
especially when these happen to appear in an allopathic 
work. 

More than this : it is well known that this symptom- 
prescribing practice requires a repertory. But does this 
party use a repertory ? Not alone do they not use a 
Repertory, but if an unfortunate repertorian appears 
within the walls of the British Homeopathic Society, his 
experience will be on a par with that of the youthful 
swain who went holiday-making to Brighton. He will 
come away declaring that “ he’ll never go there any 
more.” Lucky will it be for him if he is not twitted with 
having with him a special volume for the Four-mile 
Postal District ! 

The first aim of the homeopathic physician, as of 
every other physician, ought to be, as Hahnemann very 
properly says, to “ restore the sick to health, to cure, 
as it is termed ” ; and it certainly will not do to crib, 
cabin, and confine him in this endeavour. Dr. Hughes 
is perfectly right when he says we ought to have our 
symptoms as pure as possible, as much the expression of 
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the action of the remedy upon the healthy as we can. 
But a real working Materia Medica ought to consist of 
something besides a mere catalogue of symptoms ; and, 
moreover, when Dr. Hughes undertakes to eliminate 
symptoms for no better reason than that they have been 
produced by high dilutions, he manifestly stands con- 
demned by all those who have used the high dilutions. 

As showing how careful we ought to be in expunging 
symptoms, some years ago I attended a meeting of the 
British Homeopathic Society, where the symptomatology 
of Calcarea Phosphorica in Schema form was _ brought 
forward. Among the symptoms read out was that of 
“ Clucking at the os coccygis,” at which a titter went 
round the room. Strangely enough, the very next day a 
lady came to me using almost the same expression. She 
had, she averred, been suffering for four or five years 
with a clucking or clutching at the os coccyx. I at once 
gave Calc. Phos., and made a splendid cure of her coccygo- 
dynia. At the meeting the symptom was condemned as 
being ridiculous ; but what grounds had they for con- 
demning it as such ? Whether this symptom has since 
been admitted I know not, nor have I the curiosity to 
inquire ; I introduce the matter simply to point a moral. 

A Materia Medica author ought, in the first place, to 
keep in mind the requirements of the beginner, and to do 
this he ought to aim at familiarising his reader with each 
remedy. This has been the great drawback of our 
Materia Medicas up to the present. In your work you, 
sir, give us the folk-lore, so to speak, of the remedy, and 
you give the salient points by which one remedy can be 
distinguished from another. 

Hitherto the great difficulty has been to remember 
anything about the remedy for any length of time after 
studying it ; the dry catalogue of symptoms has acted as 
a terrible deterrent to the youthful aspirant to a know- 
ledge of homeopathy. Now, however, the difficulty will 
be to forget it ; to forget, that is, valuable knowledge in 
connection with it. 

This, I contend, is the first requirement of a Materia 
Medica ; and so long as the symptoms that are given 
fairly represent the features of the drug, I care not 
whether they be the verba ipsissima of the provers or not. 
These latter ought most certainly to be collected together, 
but I do not consider that the place for them is a Materia 
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Medica that aims at being suitable for the requirements 
of the average working practitioner. 

Whatever we do, do not let us deter men from joining 
homeopathy, and let us encourage any willing workers 
who happen to join. 

This ought to be the object of the British Homeopathic 
Society and of our editors, but it is notorious that the 
very reverse is the case. 

I will be taken to task for my statement as to an 
infallible dogma, and may probably be asked, What is this 
dogma ? I can only answer with the naughty little boy, 
when questioned as to his probable future environment, 
“ T don’t know, and you don’t know, and nobody knows.” 
But this to me at least is evident, the dogma represents 
a something that will be extremely acceptable to allopathic 
doctors when, hat in hand, the British Homeopathic 
Society chooses to present it. It is a something that has 
nothing whatever to do with single doses of remedies, a 
something that insists upon impossible provings, a some- 
thing that excludes all provings made with high dilutions, 
a something that discountenances all reference to the 
duration of action of remedies, a something that ignores 
altogether the hated word “ homeopathy ” as being most 
unacceptable to allopathic ears, and not in strict accord 
with the ethics of the profession, and a something that 
endeavours to crush Hahnemann and all his works out of 
existence. It is the adoption of this unexpressed but 
presumably infallible dogma that, openly and covertly, 
has done so much to hinder and in every way obstruct 
the progress of homeopathy. So much is this the case 
that we see to-day a well-established School of Home- 
opathy in Calcutta recognised by Government, while 
there is not even a dream of any such desideratum in 
London. 

The Mutual Admiration Society, as the late Dr. Bayes 
called the British Homeopathic Society, has done its 
work effectually—the work of hindering the progress of 
scientific medicine. That it ought to be thoroughly 
ashamed of itself the very existence of this Calcutta 
school abundantly testifies. 

Either homeopathy is worthy of support, or it is not ; 
if worthy of support, the practice of condemning the 
work of every honest and willing supporter of the cause 
is utterly unworthy of a society the members of which 
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pride themselves upon being pioneers in the cause of 
advanced medicine. 

The practice of the editors of the Monthly Homeopathic 
Review, which, to a large extent, is the exponent of the 
British Homeopathic Society, is to indite letters on the 
odium medicum to the Times, and then to turn round 
and expel their own contributors for no better reason 
than that they follow Hahnemann’s injunctions, and 
allow a remedy to act till it has completed its effects. 
At any rate, this is how they served me, and I am 
delighted to accord them a very friendly goodbye, merely 
remarking that they might find some better occupation 
for their time in future. 

Yours, &c., 
ROBERT T. COOPER, M.D. 
18, Wimpole Street, W. 


